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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 
degree to which black students at the University of Maryland 
perceived the student-university communication structure as being 
good ol bad. Utilizing selected responses from the 1969 University 
Student Census, certain perceptions of 488 black undergraduates were 
obtained and evaluated. Results indicated that black freshmen 
perceived the cotrmunica tion structure more positively than seniors, 
and blacks with low grades felt more positively than blacks with high 
grades. No significant differences were found in the perceptions of 
black males and black females* Explanations for the results included 
the possibility that because of the nature of the white university 
structure there was little black participation in social events, 
advice seeking, and contact with those in authority. Consequently, 
this tay have altered the perceptions of seniors compared to 
freshaen. The possibility was also raised that the university may be 
concentrating on the blacks who need academic help bat ignoring the 
needs of its other black students* other results were compared to 
previous research and it was suggested that a series of studies be 
conducted on black perceptions of communication structures so that 
specific changes could be recommended* (Author/RSM) 
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CULTURAL STUDY CENTER 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 
COLLEGE PARK, MARYLAND 

NON-INTELLECTUAL CORRELATES OF 
BLACK STUDENT ATTRITION 

Anthony C. DiCesare, William E. Sedlacek and 
Glenwood C, Brooks, Jr. 

Research Report # 4-70 

SUMMARY 

Black undergraduates at the University of Maryland, College Park who 
registered for the fall 1969 term and who did not register for the spring 
1970 term were compared with Blacks who did register for Loth terms on 29 
demographic and attitudinal items from the University Student Census (USC) . 
Thirteen percent of the Blacks were non- retu rnees , compered to 15% of a'l 
undergraduates. Results indicated that the Blacks wno return t n their studies 
at the University have more self confidence and higher expectations (Tables 
4 and 5 ) 1 feel more strongly that the University should influence social con- 
ditions (Item 34, page 5), see more racism at the University (Table 3) and 
are more likely to live on campus and make use of Its facilities (Table 2 
and item 42, page 5) » than do non-returning Blacks. 

In other words, It could be that the Blacks who stay In school have a 
strong self concept and take a more realistic look at the University and 
adapt to It to achieve their own goals.. The importance of such variables 
has been noted by several other writers. 
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Despite the publicity and the apparent interest of the predominant 1 y 
white universities in enrolling Black students, very few Blacks are enter- 
ing these schools. In the fall of 1969 the median percent of Black freshmen 
in large, predominantly white institutions nationally was 3% (Sedlacek and 
Brooks, 1970)- Given that there are few Blacks in attendance at such schools, 
what variables are related to Blacks staying in these institutions? Evidence 
is virtually unavailable on this point. Generally there is a shortage of data 
available on variables assoc! ated wi th the success or failure of Black students. 
Katz (1969, P* 23) summarized it as follows: "Psychologists have contributed 

little to the understanding of the motivational problems of disadvantaged 
students. Scientific knowledge has barely advanced beyond the conventional 
wisdom of the teachers' lounge. In a sense, so few gocd data are available 
that virtually any competent foray into the area Is bound to be fruitful." 

It is the purpose of this study to provide some data in this area. 

The prediction of collegiate performance and attrition of students In 
general has been the subject of extensive research in the past. Despite 
this fact, It has been observed (Travers, 1 9^9, and Stein, 1963) that there 
has been little Increase in the effectiveness of prediction since 1 940 . To 
rieet this need for more predictive effectiveness, the direction of reset-ch 
his moved into the area of socioeconomic and nonintellectual variables as 
predictors of collegiate perfoimance and attrition (Summers ki 11 , 1962; Stein, 
1963; Atkinson, 1964; Katz, 1S64; Pettigrew, 1964; Pervln, Relk, and Dalrymple, 
1966: ^ope, 1968; and Reed, 1968). 

The present study developed from an interest In relating some of these 
non-intellectual and socioeconomic factors to Black student attrition. For 
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purposes of this study, ''returnees" will be defined as those Black students 
at the University of Maryland (College Park) who registered for both the Fall 
1969 and Spring 1970 semester. "Non-returnees" are those Black students who 
registered for the Fall 1969 semester but not for the Spring 1970 semester at 
the University (excluding graduates in January, 1970). 

Speci f Teal ly, the purpose of this study is to explore the ways,, if any, 
in which Black returning students are different from those not returning, on 
demographic and attitudlnal variables. 

Method 

Data for this study were collected from the University Student Census* 

(USC) that was administered to nearly all full-time undergrrduate students (9 
credits or more) registering for the Fall 1969 semester. The samples used in 
this research was limited to all full-time Black undergraduate students who 
registered for the 1969-70 Fall and Spring semesters, and who completed the USC. 
The sample consisted of 500 Black students from a total of 582 Black under- 
graduates . Of the 82 students not included In the study, It Is estimated that 
about CO percent registered late and therefore did not take the USC. The 
research sample of 500 was divided Into five student status groups: (I) New 

freshmen; (2) New transfer students; (3) Transfer students in an earlier 
semester; (4) Started as a new freshman at College Park In an earlier semester; 
and (5) An ''other" categoi>. A percentage breakdown on these five categories 
of student status by sex Is given In Table 1, 

Differences among groups on the first twenty-nine USC I terns were deter- 
mined using chi-square. On the last 17 USC questions, the subjects were asked 
a 

I RJC * ^ V8, ' al> ' e ^ rom the wr * ters on request. 
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to [indicate the extent to which they agreed with certain statements on a 
five point scale and t-tests were employed to determine significance. 
Comparisons were made of returnees and non-returnees by total group and within 
sex. 



Results 

A significant chi-square (.05 level) was found on only four of the first 
twenty-nine USC questions (see Tables 2 through 5). With the exception of 
these four questions, a great deal of similarity existed between returnees 
and non-returnees. 

The first USC item of significance was number 4: the amount of impact 

the Student Course Guide* had upon the student's course selection. There was 
a significant difference found at the .05 level when ell returnees were com- 
pared to all non-returnees and when female returnees were compared to female 
non-returnees (see Table 2). The greatest difference Indicated in Table 2 
is that while only 19% of the returning students declared the Student Course 
Guide had no Impact upon their course selection, 34% of all non-returnees 
felt It had no Impact. Although results were not significant, differences 
between male returnees and non-returnees were similar to those for the first 
two comparisons (l,e», for the no impact reponse, I 8% of male returnees as 
opposed to 31% of the male non-returnees), 

USC Item 10, which asks the student why he feels there are few Black 
students at the University of Maryland, had a significant chi-square beyond 
the .05 level for all returnees vs. all non-returnees (see Table 3). Returnees 
felt more ( 67 %) that racism was the reason Blacks did not attend the University 




* The Student Course Guide Is an evaluation of courses and instructors 
prepared by students. 
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compared to 47% of the non-returnees. 

A significant difference beyond the .05 level was found on item 16 for 
the female returnees versus non-returnees (see Table 4). This item asks the 
student how much education he expects to get In his lifetime. The possible 
responses were combined to give results indicating: college but less than a 

bachelor's degree; a 8A or equivalent; or one or more years of graduate work. 

In percentage terms, the most striking difference between female returnees and 
non-returnees was that 56% of the non-returnees expected to get a 8A or less, 
and only 32% of the returnees made this response . In addition, while 35% of 
the female non- returnees Indicated that they expected to complete one or more 
years of graduate school, 62% of the female returnees made this response. 

The chi-square on USC I tern 21 showed a significant difference beyond .05 
for all returnees versus all non-returnees; and for female returnees versus 
female non- returnees (see Table 5). This item Is concerned with the most likely 
reason for the student's leaving before earning a degree. The most notable 
response difference was to the option "Absolutely certain I will obtain a 
degree;" 23% of all returning students (as opposed to 9% of all non-returning) 
gave this reply, Nineteen percent of the female returnees said they were 
absolutely certain of obtaining a degree; while only 5% of the female non- 
returnees made this choice. 

On Item 23 of the USC, the respondent 1$ asked where he will live during 
that semester. Of the possible answers, 49% of the female returnees Indicated 
that they would be living In a University residence hall, compared to 26% of 
the female non-returnees, 

* 

None of the comparisons between male returnees and male non-returnees 

on any of tha first 29 USC Items was significant. 

O 
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The results of t-tests for all groups tested on the final seventeen 
Items were Ir. general not significant. However, four comparisons out of 
the total were significant beyond the .05 level. Item 34, which states 
that the University should use Its influence to improve social conditions 
in the State, was found to be significant beyond the .05 level for ail three 
group combinations. In each case, returnees were more In agreement with the 
statement than non-returnees. For Item 42, the data suggest that female return- 
ees felt more strongly than female non-returnees that many facilities and 
opportunities exist on campus for individual creative activities (.05 level). 

Discussion 

It was hypothesized that significant differences would be found between 
returning and non-returning Black students on a number of derographic and 
attitudlnal variables. Generally returnees and non-returnees appeared similar 
on the variables examined In this study. However, there were some interesting 
differences between the two groups. 

The picture which emerges Is that the Blacks who returned to their 
studies at the University have more self confidence and higher expectations 
(Tables 4 6 5) » feel more strongly that the University should Influence social 
conditions (item 34, page 5) f see more racism at the University (Table 3) and 
are more likely to live on campus and make use of Its facilities (Table 2, and 
Item 42, page 5) than do non-returning 8lacks. 

In other words, It ceuH be that the Blacks who stay In school have a 
strong self concept and take a more realistic look at the University and adapt 
to It to achieve their own goals. The Importance of such variables has been 
q Iced by several other writers. Pfeifer and Sedlacek (1970) found that 

ERIC 



self concept was an Important variable In the success of Slack students ot 
the University of Maryland using grades as a criterion. Epps ( 19 & 9 ) and 
Gurln, Lao and Seattle (1969) found that successful Black students tended to 
have high aspirations and fee) that they had control over their lives. 

The attrition figures for Blacks In this study (non-returnees, Spring 
semester) were 13% overall (10% males arid 16% females). These figures com- 
pare with about I5%* for all College Park undergraduates in I 969 (non-return- 
ees, Spring semester). 

Several potential limitations of the study should be noted. Of course, 
the sample was drawn from a single university and only one definition of 
attrition was used. It may be that the results would be different in other 
samples or with different definitions of attrition (e.g. students leaving 
after a year or more, or those with low grades). However, students who leave 
In midyear may be an Important group to examine; they may be more likely to have 
problems In adjusting to the University (e.g. expecting less racism than they 
found) and It may be possible to help or work wT tfi such students or, even 
better, to eliminate racism at the University. 

Another methodological point Is that the number of comparisons made 
Increases the chances of a Type I error. This was not considered a major 
problem since the purpose of the study was to Identify variables which de- 
served further study. Thus this study should be replicated and further 
refined* 



* Source: Office of Institutional Research, University of Maryland. 



Percentage Distribution of Black Students by Class 





* Percentages may not equal 100 because of rounding 
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(Significant differences beyond .05 using X 2 are AxB and CxD) 



Percentage Response* for Black Students to Item 10 of the University Student Census 
(What is the main reason you feel there are few Black students at the University of Maryland?) 






Significant difference beyond .05 using X z is AxB 
All totals do not equal 100 due tc rounding. 
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total** 1003t 101% 100% 101% 100% 101% 

^(Significant difference beyond .05 using X z is CxD) 

** All totals do not equal 100 due to rounding. 
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DIFFERENCES IN BLACK STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
COMMUNICATION STRUCTURE IN A PREDOMINANTLY WHITE UNIVERSITY 

Peter W. Van Arsdale, William E. Sedlacek 
and Glenwood C. Brooks, Jr. 

Research Report #6*70 
SUMMARY 

Utilizing selected responses from the 1 969 University Student 
Census CUSC) , certain perceptions of black undergraduates enrolled 
at the University of Maryland in Fall, 1969 were obtained and evaluated. 
Specifically, the degree to which these students perceived the student- 
university communication structure as being good or bad was deter- 
mined . 

Results Indicated that black freshmen perceived the communication 
str. zture more positively than seniors, and blacks with low grades felt 
more positively than blacks with high grades. No significant differences 
were found In the perceptions of black males and black females. Explana- 
tions for the results Included the possibility that because of the nature 
of the white University structure there was llttlr black participation 
In social events, advice seeking, and contact with those In authority. 

This may have altered the perceptions of seniors compared to freshmen. 

The possibility that blacks In an "asking position" In terms of money 
or academic aid may be less likely to criticize the University was dis- 
cussed . 

Other results were compared to previous research, and It was suggested 
that a series of studies be conducted on black perceptions of communication 
structures so that specific changes could be recorrrr> n ded • 
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Black students are becoming a well-established segment of an 
increasing number of major university communities throughout the 
United States. Yet as Bradley points outj in those institutions 
where blacks still comprise only a small percentage of the student 
population, they are constantly confronted with subtle (as well as 
direct) s i tuat ions where prejudice and racism occur. This hinders 
their academic experience. 

Whether it is the potential for such occurrences forcing these 
students to remain constantly alert, or a lack of actual acceptance 
of blacks by other members of the university community as Bradley 
also suggests, it nay be that differential black-white communication 
patterns contribute to the problems black students encounter. This 
entire pattern of formal and Informal communication between students, 
faculty, counselors, and administrators is termed the ,r s tudent-un i - 
versfty communication structure", and is the subject of this inves- 
t i gat ion . 

Many studies have been directed toward the general problem of 

connunicat ion within the university community, among these being 

2 

the investigations reported by Katz, Adelson, and McKeachie. 

* Noland E . Bradley, "The Negro Undergraduate Student: Factors 

Relative to Performance In Predominantly White State Colleges and 
Universities In Tennessee," Journal of Negro Education, XXXVI 
(1967.No. I), 15-23. 

2|n The American College , ed. Nevitt Sanfcrd (New York: John 
Wiley t Sons, Inc , 1962). References cited here include Joseph 
Katz, "Persona 1 1 ty and Interpersonal Relations in the College Class- 
room," pp. 365-395; Joseph Adelson, "The Teacher as Model," pp. 39&~ 

I* 1 7 ; W.J, McKeachie," Procedures and Techniques of Teaching: A 

Survey of Experimental Studies," pp. 3 12-36^ . 
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While placing the burden of guilt for most communication difficul- 
ties on professors, none of these researchers dealt specifically 
with black students at predoml nant ly whl te Institutions. Bressler 
noted that there is a general lack of literature and demonstrable 
knowledge In this regard.^ In order to properly evaluate a complex 
university communication structure as It affects blacks, black view- 
points on the structure must be obtained and assessed. This Is parti^ 
cularly Important where they comprise only a small percentage of the 
total undergraduate population (less than 3fc at the University of 
Maryland). It Is to this end that the present study Is directed. 

Rather than follow the more usual procedure of comparing 
black students with white students, as If they were In some unend- 
ing competition to determine who Is superior, It was decided to assess 
only the attitudes of blacks toward the University of Maryland com- 
munication structure. 8anks states that the upsurge In black pride 
and ethnic togetherness Is part of an Increasingly successful attempt 
to establish a different cultural reference group against which black 
Americans can measure themselves,** In taking this fact Into consi- 
deration, the present study compares the attitudes of black males 
with those of black females, black freshmen with black seniors, and 
blacks with high grades with those black undergraduates who are low 

^Marvin Bressler, 'Vhlte Colleges and Negro Higher Education," 
Journal of Negro Education, XXXVI (1967, No. 3), 258-265* 

Sfl 1 1 lam M. Banks, "The Changing Attitudes of Black Students," 
Personnel and Guidance Journal, ItVIll (1970, No.9)» 739~7**5» 



in academic standing. 

The major responsibility for initiating and developing adequate 
black student-university communication processes rests with counselors, 
faculty, and administrators? That there are at least two parties to any 
communication is obvious, yet none of the research reviewed presented 
statistical data which Indicated the viewpoints of black students on 
this matter. The purpose of this study was to examine black view- 
points and attitudes toward the communications structure at the Univer- 
sity of Maryland. 



HYPOTHESES 

Using the black student subgroups described above (males and 

females, freshmen and seniors, and academically high and low students), 

one primary and three secondary hypotheses were derived. 

PRIMARY HYPOTHESIS: Significant differences exist 

in the way in whlcFT different black sub-groups per- 
ceive the communication structure at the University 
of Maryland, as measured by a selected set of ques- 
tionnaire responses. HYPOTHESIS A: Females perceive 

the student-university communication structure as 
being "better" than do males. HYPOTHESIS B: Fresh- 
men perceive the student-university communication 
structure as being "better" than do seniors. 

HYPOTHESIS C: Academically high students perceive 

the student-university communication structure as 
being "better" than do academically low students. 



^See Samuel A. Proctor, "Reversing the Spiral Toward Futility," 
pp. 707-712; and Bennetta B. Washington, "Perceptions and Possibi- 
lities," pp. 757-761. In Personnel and Guidance Journal, ILVIII 
(1970, No. 9) 
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The exact usage of the terms "good", "bad", and "better" in 
reference to the perceived nature of the communication structure 
must be explained* Clark and Plotkin found that there were more 
Mack women students than men, that the women earned higher grades, 
end they they tended to complete college more frequently, ^ Although 
their samp e was restricted to students who had had contact with 
the National Scholarship Service and Fund for Negro Students, research 
by Van Arsdale, Sedlacek, and Brooks indicated that the mothers of 
black students tended to complete college more often than fathers. 7 
These findings, in combination with this statement by Clark 
end Plotkin: 

There fs strong evidence that the least successful 
academic group is less enthusiastic about the favor* 
able aspects of college than the better academic 
groups and readier to report instances of discrimi- 
nation. (p. 9) 

f ided the formulation of Hypothesis A. The assumption was made 
that the favorable aspects of college studied by Clark and Plotkin 
night be extended to Include an efficient communication structure, 
is perceived by the students themselves. Banks lends further indi- 
rect support to this hypothesis (see foot note 4). He found that 
black male students in particular were becoming much more negative 
in their perception of the white majority, which pr^umably might 
well Include the administrative personnel and faculty of predomin- 
antly white universities. 



^Kenneth 8. Clark and Lawrence Plotkin, The Negro Student 
a t Integrated Colle ges (New York: National Scholarship Service 

and Fund for Negro StuJents, 1963). 

7Peter W. Van Arsdale, William E. Sedlacek, and tilenwood C. 
Brooks, Jr., "Characteristics of Black Undergraduate Students at 
the University of Maryland, College Park, 1969"70, M University 
of Maryland Cultural Study Center Research Report #2-7 0 (1970). 
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It should be noted, However, that the three studies just cited 
make no mention of specific criteria which delineate a good com- 
munication structure from a structure perceived by blacks as being 
bad. This determination is primarily a function of the question- 
naire items used in the present study and in this sense is limited. 

Prior research aiding in the formulation of Hypothesis B was 
also of an indirectly related nature. Vontress stressed the impor- 
tance of communication skills for new or prospective black students 
in particular.® Although this does not mean that such students will 
always have such skills, it might be presumed that many blacks who 
do become freshmen at predom inant ly white universities are fairly 
efficient communicators, or brieve that they can be. 

Extending this line of reasoning, ft was hypothesized that 
freshmen tend to perceive the communication structure as being bet- 
ter than do seniors, not because of past experiences but rather be- 
cause of their optimism owing to a lack of college experience. 
Freshmen have not yet had to contend with the frustrations of student 
university communication that black seniors presumably have exper- 
ienced. Although there Is evidence that frequent contacts between 
ethnic groups do produce changes in attitudes, prejudice is usually 
only reduced (and communication enhanced) when conditions under 
which contact occurs are "favorable", e.g. both blacks and whites 

®Clenvnont E, Vontress, "Counseling Negro Students for College," 
Journal of Negro Education, XXXVII (1968, No. I), 37-*^ 

^Yehuda Amir, "Contact Hypothesis in Ethnic Relations,". 
Psychological Bulletin, LXXI 0969* No. 5), 319*3^2 
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arj of equal status, both groups interact in functionally important 
activities, and contacts are of an informal or social nature. ^ 

Seniors may find that such is rarely the case in predominantly white 
institutions. 

In formulating Hypothesis C, direct evidence specifically re- 
lating academic success (as measured by cumulative grade point 
average) and perceptions of the student-university communication 
structure was again found to be lacking. In hypothesizing that 
academically high students perceive the structure as being better 
than do academically low blacks, we were guided by essentially the 
same reasoning put forth for the first two hypotheses. Clark and 
Plotkln's finding that less successful academic groups are less 
enthusiastic about the favorable aspects of college than are the 
better academic groups, combined with Amir's summary concerning 
what constitutes favorable contact or communication conditions, led 
to the hypothesis that academically successful blacks have encoun- 
tered more favorable communication situations. Hence, they would 
perceive the communication structure as being better. 

METHOD 

Subjects : The subjects for this study were black undergraduates 

who completed the 1 969 University Student Census (USC) and who were 
enrolled at the University of Maryland during the Fall, I9&9 semester. 
The USC Is an attitude and activities inventory administered to all 
undergraduates. Since selected USC Items were used in order to deter- 
mine the percieved nature of the communicat ion structure. Ss consisted 
of all those black students who completed the USC. As of September, 



7 



l 969 there were 588 black undergraduates enrolled at the University, 
and of this number 488 ( 83 %) completed the USC. 

Procedure : Thirteen questions from the USC were judged by the writers 

to be indicators of various aspects of the student-university commu- 
nication structi v* (see Table I) 

Because of the multiple choice nature of the response alterna- 
tives, eight of the 13 items dealing with communication were used on 
both the "perceived-as-good 11 and "percei ved-as-bad" scales. Since 
only one response was permitted to any question, and since each student 
was judged on both scales, this overlap eliminated any possibility 
that a student ranking high on the percei ved-as-good scale would also 
rank high on the perce i ved-as-bad scale, or vice-versa. Ultimately II 
item responses were judged as indicative of good communication and 11 
indicative of bad communication structure. 

RESULTS 

The results are presented In Figure I for iivales and females, in 
Figure 2 for freshmen and seniors, and In Figure 3 for academically 
high and academically low students. The median test, was used to de- 
termine If there was a significant (p < . 01 ) difference between the 
medians of the two student sub-groups represented in each FigureJ 0 
The percentages of those students responding to each possible 
number of perce ived-as-sood response alternatives (0-11) are graphed 



^Sidney Siegel, Nonparamet r ic Statistics for the Behavioral 
Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1956), pp. Ml-115* 
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In each case. Percentages, rather than the number of students, were 
graphed in order to facilitate the comparison of distributions repre- 
senting unequal numoers of students, such as is the case in Figure 2. 
The number of students represented by the data points on the graphs 
are included for the benefit of the reader. 

Of tho 488 Ss studied, the breakdowns for the paired subgroups 
were as fol lows : 



Males c 243 


Fema ies = 245 


Freshmen * 21 1 


Seniors = 55 


Academically High = 119 


Academically Low = 119 



In the academic comp; r Ison, the upper quartile of all black Ss was 
deemed "academically high", and the lower quartile was deemed "academi- 
cally low". 11 

Of the six comparisons presented In Figures * , 2, and 3, two 
show significant differences between medians (p4.0i); Figures 2B and 
3B. Figure 2B shows that seniors perceived the communication struc- 
ture as being significantly worse than did freshmen. Figure 3B shows 
that academically high students perceived the structure as being signi- 
ficantly worse than did academically low students. 

DISCUSSION 

The results of this study can perhaps be explained in the part by 

^Cumulative Grade Point Average (G.P.A.'s) were available for 476 
of the 488 Ss. The lower cutoff for the academically high students was 
2.24 on a 4.00 maximum scale, with the upper cutoff for the academically 
low students being 1.46. Cumulative G.P.A.'s ranged from 0.00 to 3.71. 
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synthesizing selected research from two fields, neither of which 
provides a sufficient explanation by itself. The field of inter- 
personal communication processes Is the first of these. Research 
here sheds light on the specific variables at work when persons 
interact although it does not focus on blacks in university settings. 

The second field is that of black education, which while indicating 
many of the problems faced by blacks in predominantly white universi- 
ties, says little about these students 1 perceptions of the student- 
university communication structure. 

In the present study the communication structure is defined and 
delineated by the USC questions listed in Table I. According to 
these criteria, seniors perceived the structure as being significantly 
worse than did freshmen (Figure 2B) . One may assume that the difference 
lies in the fact that the seniors had been on campus for several years, 
whereas the freshmen had been there but a few days. Carrying this one 
step further, one might be tempted to conclude that because the seniors 
had experienced the intricacies of communication with faculty, counse- 
lors, and administrators, their perceptions were much more accurate. 

This however, Is likely an over simplification of the situation, and 
of little help In explaining tnese results. 

Extrapolating from the work done by Elsenstadt on the communi- 
cation recaptivity of Israeli immigrants, ^ the present writers 
point to the possibility that seniors may have lost a portion of 
their communication capacity. The predominantly white university 

12 $hmuel N. Eisenstadt, "Conditions of Communication Recepti- 
vity," Public Opinion Quarterly, XVII 0 953)i 363*37^. 
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structure may inadvertently have created situations which result in 
little black participation in social events, advice-seeking, and 
contact with those whites in positions of authority. That is, the 
longer a black student attends such a university, the more likely 
it is that a barrier will be created between him and the university, 
thus hindering the ability of the students to accurately (or perhaps 
too accurately?) perceive the nature of the communication structure. 

Such a conclusion is supported by the work of Mehling^3 w ho 
found that communications are often log ica 1 ly d I s tor ted so that the 
conclusions persons derive from them better conform to what t hey per- 
ceive to be the "general atmosphere" of the communication. If their 
experience on campus has given black seniors the feeling that the 
general atmosphere is bad, even favorable communications from admin- 
istrators might be perceived in a bad light. 

Further support is found in a series of statements made by Katz,®** 
After pointing out that limitations in personal experience impair com- 
munication, he states that there is a tendency to use stereotypes to 
fill in for these gaps In experience. Applying these findings to the 
present discussion, it can be seen that communication would be adversely 
affected by the unintentional use of '‘white administrator" and "black 
student" stereotypes by black students and white administrators, respec- 
tively. 

^Reuben Mehling, "A Study of Non-’ogical Factors of Reasoning 
Id the Con^un icat ion Process," Journal of Communication , IX ( 1 959) t 
118 - 126 . 

1 ^Daniel Katz, "Psychological Barriers to Communication, " Annal s 
of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, CCL 09^7) » I 7*?5* 
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Although neither freshmen nor seniors perceived the student- 
university communication structure as being particularly good (Figure 
2A) , the present findings refute only part of the reasoning which 
went into the formulation of Hypothesis B. Apparently black freshmen 
are not particularly optimistic about their chances for effective 
communlcat ion wl th university personnel; contrary to the hypothesis. 
The necessary conditions for "favorable 11 contact derived from Amir's 
research would still seem to apply. In order to fully accept i:he 
explanation give^ri here more research, including perceptions of white 
students .should be done. Academically high students were found to 
perceive the communication structure as being significantly worse 
than did academically low students (Figure 3B) . As was the case for 
freshmen and seniors, neither group perceived the structure as being 
particularly good (Figure 3A) , but In this study Hypothesis C was 
entirely refuted. This result does not agree with Clark and £lotkin's 
finding that less successful academic groups are less enthusiastic 
about the favorable aspects of college than are the better academic 
groups, However it should be pointed out that Clark and Plotkln 
did not Include black student perceptions of the communication struc- 
ture per se as part of their "favorable aspects". 

A partial explanation could also be that some blacks are in 
an "asking position" in reference to the University structure while 
^ther students are not. Academically high students may be more like- 
ly to criticize the University since they may not be receiving any 
help from It. 
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This raises the possibility that the University may be concentrating 
on the blacks who need academic help but ignoring the needs of its 
other black students. Of course this explanation is speculative but 
it would seem a part leu lar I ly fruitful area for future research. 

Hypothesis A, which states that females perceive the communi- 
cation structure as being better than do males, is not supported 
by the present findings. As Figures 1A and IB indicate, the curves 
representing the responses of males and females nearly coincide. 
There is no immediate explanation for these results but further 
research may serve to confirm or deny them. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

While realizing the limitations of the present study, the 
writers believe that its most significant contributions are the 
use of the responses of a large majority of the University of 
Maryland's black undergraduates to show that sub-groups of blacks 
do perceive the communication structure differently. It Is re- 
commended that further research focused specifically on the com- 
munication structure be conducted. More sophisticated research 
aimed at ways to improve the student-university commun icat ion 
structure for black students may yield some concrete and practical 
suggestions for change. 
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FIGURE I 



COMPARISON OF MALE AND FEMALE PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
STUDENT-UNIVERSITY COMMUNICATION STRUCTURE 3 
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FIGURE 2 



COMPARISON OF FRESHMAN ANO SENIOR PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
STUDENT- UN I VERS I TV COMMUNICATION STRUCTURE 3 
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FIGURE 3 



COMPARISON OF ACADEMICALLY HIGH AND LOW STUDENTS' PERCEPTIONS 
OF THE STUDENT-UNIVERSITY COMMUNICATION STRUCTURE 9 
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